SOME REMARKS ON THE PROBLEM OF THE 
DATE OF VACASPATIMISRA! 
BY 
Lambert Schmithausen 


Since P. Hacker wrote his suggestive article “Jayantabhatta and 
Vücaspatimifra, ihre Zeit und ihre Bedeutung für die Chronologie ie 
Vedinta’’?, the problem of fixing the date of Vécaspati has been discuss 
especially by K. Cammann [^Das System des Advaita nach dar Laliró 
Praküfütmam'' (Wiesbaden 1965), pp. 7 f. ] and by S. A. Srinivasan 
[''Vácaspatimifra's Tatwakaurvdt" ( Hamburg 1967 ), pp. 54 J. The 
results of Srinivatan's studies might be briefly summarised thus : all 
the extrinsic criteria for fixing the date of V&carpati, especially the Ny&ya- 
*ücinibandha and the date given by the author of that work in the colo- 
phon, do not Iead us to any conclusive reilt?. According to Srinivasan, 
the only thing that can be said about the date of Vácaspati is that 
he must have lived sometime after fayantabhatta. This statement is 
based on the thesis of P. Hacker ( ep. cil., pp. 166 ff, ) that V&caspati 
reflects a later stage in the development of Advaita-Vedanta, every trace 
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of which is absent in Jayantabhatta who presupposes only Mandanamisra. 
Hacker establishes his thesis on the basis of Jayanta’s and Vücaspati's 
respective attitude towards the concepts of anirvacaniya and vivarta, 
It seems to me, however, that this thesis for the time being has to be 
suspended because the texts adduced so far (esp. from the Nydyavartti- 
katātparyațīkā) are not decisive. 


1. The treatment of the Advaitic theory of error in the Nyayavar- 
ttikatatparyatika (=NVTT)* is, according to Hacker's opinion (op. cit., 
p.167) directed against Vimuktütman. In fact, however, Vácaspati's 
exposition of the Advaitic theory—though rather short—contains signifi- 
cant hints which point to its dependence on Mandanamiéra, especially on 
his work Vibhramaviveka. I 


In the beginning of his discussion of the nature of error (NVTT, pp- 
85, 14 ff. ), Vacaspati enumerates the different theories in the same 
sequence as that followed in the introductory verse of the Vibhramavi- 
veka, although in most cases he uses different terms®. But there are 
several other expressions parallel to the Vibhramaviveka : partksakauant 
vipratipatteh (NVTT, 85, 14) = partksakanam...vivadat (VV, 1); 
anyathákhyátir iti vrddhah (NVTT, 85,16 f. )=vrddhandm sammata 
khydtir anyatha (VV 47). The only important difference between the 
enumeration of the NVTT and that of the introductory verse of the 
Vibhramaviveka is that in the latter text only four theories are mentioned, 
whereas in the NVTT there are five, the (Advaitic ) theory of error as 
anirvacantya-jfidna being added after the (Buddhist) theory of asadvisayam 
jfidnam(=asatkhyati). However, this addition is easily explained by 
the fact that in the Vibhramaviveka itself the exposition of the Buddhist 
asatkhyáti is followed by an exposition of the Advaitic theory of error 
(VV, 28—36). In fact, even in the subsequent detailed exposition (and 
refutation) of the above mentioned theories in the NVTT, the Advaitic 
theory, unlike the other theories, does not have its own pülrvapakga. It is 
only mentioned by a short hint at the end of the exposition of the 
Buddhist asatkhyati (NVT, 86, IO ff). 

The final passage of that exposition runs as follows (NVT'T, 86, 
16—16) : “Just therefore, the nescience-nature of wrong cognitions consists 
in the (fact that they have the) capability of manifesting (something) 


non-existent. Some people have maintained that (the nescience-nature of 


4 NVTT, pp. 85, 15 f; 86, 17 f. 87, 9 ff. 
5 P. 85, 1. 14 read svakanabahyaiva, instead of svakaram baliya= tua, 
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wrong cognitions consists in their) indefinability” ( ata evdsatprakaSanaea. 

marthyam eva mithyajñananam avidydtvam ( | ) anirvacantyatuam ke ciq 

ásthisata). The first of these two sentences still refers to the asatkhygtis, 

So, the exposition of the Advaitic theory consists of one word only 

(anirvacaniyatvam), but in order to make it a complete sentence, mithyq- 

jñananam avidyütvam has to be supplied from the previous clause. This 

fact is confirmed by a fragment of Vácaspati's lost commentary upon the 

Brahmasiddhi handed down in Anandabodha’s l'ramápamálà"; ‘The 

nescience-nature of nesciences consists in their being indefinable by modes 

(of existence) as for instance ‘existent’, ‘non-existent’, ‘both (existent and 

non-existent)’ or ‘neither (existent) nor (non-existent)? “(ata  evoktam 
dodrya-V avaspating brahmatattvasamiksayant-sadasadubhayanubhayddipra- 
karair anirvacaniyatvam eva hy avidyandm avidyatvam ). The definition 
given in this fragment, even more than that of the NVTT, is reminiscent 
of Vibhramaviveka 28 [ato 'nirvacantyatvan1 (sc. vibhramasya, cf. verse 27) 

taran brahmavido vidubilavidyaya avidyatvam anyathd parihiyate]. In fact, 

the above definitions of Vücaspati show two special characteristics of the 

Advaitic theory of error as found in Mandana : 

(a) Evidently, they imply the identity of error (mithyàjfiana) and 
nescience (avidyd). This corresponds to the usage of Mandana : for exam- 
ple, avidya vibhramah (BSi, 60, 7); VV, 28 (avidya) besides VV, 35 (vibh- 
rānti) and 36 (vibhrama, pl.). In Vimukt&tman and in the later Advait- 
ins, on the contrary, nescience is the cause of error (ISi, p. 48). 

(b) What is designated as indefinable in the passages is erroneous 
cognition (mithydjrana—avidya, cf. a), The same is the case in Mapdana : 
sadasadbhyam anirvacyam tam avidyam pracaksate (VV, 29); ndnir- 
vacyatayd matih (sc. gamyate) (VV, 155 d); BSi, 9, 11 f.: navidya [= 
mithyavabhasafi (9, 12)=bhrdntifi (9, 23)]... atyantam asati napi sati...; 
tasmád anirvacaniyg. In the Vimukt&tman, on the other hand, the inde- 
finability of the object of error stands out conspicuously, although erroneous 
cognition, and nescience as well, are indefinable too (ISi, pp. 150 f.; both 
object and cognition : ISi, pp. 47 ff.). 


Now, even the NVTT inits polemic once (p. 87, 9) refers to the 
view that the object of error is indefinable. In this case, one still has 
to pay attention to the peculiar way in which the object is called ‘in- 
definable’ : the substance lying before the spectator (i. e. the substratum of 

6 cf. Bhümat, p. 12, 28: tasmad asatprakasanasaktin evasyavidya...; cf. 


also Nyayamakaranda of Anandabodha (Benares 1907), pp. 103, 1 f 
7 Ed. of the Advaitasabha Granthamalà (Kumbakonam), pp. 63, 5 f. 
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error, for example mother-of-pearl) is said to be indefinable (as existing 
or not existing) in the form of contents of error (for instance silver) (... 
rajatatmana purovarttino dravyasyaánirvacaniyatá). In Vimukt&tman, on 
the other hand, it is the contents of error (for instance silver) that is the 
indefinable object. Therefore, in this case also, Vacaspati does not seem 
to refer to Vimuktàtman. 

Different is the case of the Bhimati. Here we find the doctrine 
that the contents which is superimposed upon the substratum of error is 
called ‘indefinable’ (e. g. Bhamati, pp. 13, 24 : anirvacyam evaropant yam 
maricisu toyam dstheyam). But here also, there seems to be no outstand- 
ing feature that makes it necessary to assume an influence of Vimuk- 
tütman, though its possibility cannot be denied. Moreover, already in 
the Brahmasiddhi there is a tendency to conceive the contents of error as 
an indefinable object of error (cf. VV, Studie $ 127). In the Bhamati, 


it may have been reinforced by the influence of Saükara's emphasis on 
ect and also by the influence of Padma- 


the ontological priority of the obj 
f error as mágámayam (Paü- 


pada who defines the object (contents) o 
capadika, pp. 54, 5). 


Another point on which Vácaspati differs from Mandana is that in 


the concluding sentence of his polemic against the Advaitic theory of error 
in the Nyayavarttikatatparyatike (pp. 87, 19) he uses the term anirvacani- 
yakhydti. Yet even this fact does not seem sufficient to prove an influence 
from Vimuktátman. For the term anirvacaniyakhyati is nothing more 
than a synonym of antrvacantyajnana (NVTT, 85, 16) [which itself may 
be connected directly with Mandana’s anirvdcyataya matih (VV 155 d) . 
The only difference is that the form anirvacaniyakhyati is shaped on the 
model of Mandana’s peculiar terminology of error (atmakhyati etc.). 

2. (a) In his use of the concept of vivarta, Hacker (op. cit., p: 168) 
and Cammann (op. cit., p. 7) say, Vācaspati must have been influenced 
by Advaitins later than Mandana and, in this case, even later than 
Vimuktitman. They think of Sarvajfiatman® [who, as Cammann 

i Prakagatman, whereas 


; later than 
op. cit., pp. 7 f., shows must have been à s : 
Prakššztman himself rust have been later than. Vimukt&tman (op. cit., 


pp. 4 f. ]. The reason they adduce in order to demonstrate , that 
Vácaspati's use of the term cannot be based on Mandana is the fact that 
Vacaspati clearly distinguishes vivarta from parinama, whereas in ane 
8 Inhis'Vivarta (Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur in a 

Abhandl der geistes—v- sozielwiss Klasse, Jabrgang 1953, Nr. 5), p- 231, 


Hacker has changed his opinion on this point... 
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It seems to me, however, 


(vā) in the two texts of 
(vi) parindma 


ana the two terms are said to be synonymous.” i 
that this is not the case; for the particle "er 
Mandana's Brahmasiddhi in which the terms vivarta and 
occur side by side (BSi, 7, 23 ff. and 18, 1 ff.) does not mean, as far as I 
can see, synonymity, but implies a real alternative. In both the texts the 
solution of the respective problem (i. e., the problem of the union of 
subject and object in the: first text, and the problem of the uniformity of 
the world in the second text) is possible on the basis of the hypothesis of 
a real transformation (viparindma) as well as on the basis of the hypo- 
thesis of an illusory change ((vivarta). Therefore, Mandana has to men- 
tion both the possibilities. The fact that he knows the difference between 
these two positions becomes clear in the second of those two texts where 
he resumes the discussion with the words that all objects are a vikāra 
(= (vi) parináma) or a vivarla of speech (vāc), like pot etc. are (a 
parindma !) of clay, (or) like the reflections of the moon in water are (a 
vivarta !) of the real moon (BSi, 19, 12 f.)1°. Furthermore, in the follow- 
ing lines (BSi, 19, 13 ff.11) Mandana dismisses expressly the parinama- 
hypothesis by referring to additional reasons —a fact which would be quite 
implausible if vivarta were to him a synonym of parindma, Also regarding 
the problem of the union of subject and object (which is discussed in the 
first text), there exists another passage (BSi, 19, 23 ff.12) which—although 
not using the terms parinüma and vivarta—implies that the hypothesis of 
parináma has to be ruled out and that of vivarta accepted. Besides, it 
may be mentioned that in the Vibhrama-viveka the term vivarta nni in 
the context of the theory of error: vibhramesu vivartatvam ato brahmavidàim 
matam (VV 36). š 
f (b) So the distinction made by Vácaspati between vivarta and 
pariņāma does not in any way point to a progress over Mandana E : 
in the pertinent text of the Nyyavárttikat&tparyatikà (om, 598 Al a es, 
find striking parallels to the Brahmasiddhi : The arisen 93, ). We 
"eA RR ation of NVTT, 
> are a. : 
11 BSi, 19,20 read : ntur Fr. 18, p. 140. 
chedam apy... acchede; 
12 BSi, 19, 24 fis to be read according to footnote (13): 
tmāno visaya yuktam yat prakateran, i. e. : " (if) the obj 
Gf the (Brahman=Atman) whose nature is ML do (are) ‘selves’ 
to its essence), (then) it is plausible that they too are AA inn belong 


consciousness". Already Kumarila presupposes that : 
severa] ‘selves’ or natures [Slokavarttika IV (=nratakaq, M rg 


kalpiravac- _ 


brakasasvabhavasya- 


Present in 
may have 
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594, 1-3 (tatra sarvaimand parindme tattvavighalad (vgl. BSi, 19, 16) anitya- 
ivam|ekadesena parimüme sāvayavatvāt tad e Gnityatvam ) closely follows 
BSi, 19, 18 f. ( sarvátmand parinatav anityaivam; ekadeSaparinatau | süva- 
yavatvdn nityatvam ekatua? ca vyhanyete). Even the expression namarü- 
paprapafica (NVTT, pp. 593, 12) occurs in the Brahmasiddhi (pp.149, 16). 
Also the illustration of the multiplication of one and the same face in a 
gem, on the surface of the blade of a sword etc., which is utilized NVTT, 
593, 12 f. in order to explain the illusory evolution of the one Brahmana 
into the ‘many’, is to be found in the Brahmasiddhi (pp. 7, 9 and pp. 1I, 
11 f.). So it is not at all necessary, as Cammann (op. cit., p. 126, note 1) 
does, to bring in Sarvajfiatman as the source of inspiration of this last 
passage of the NV TT. 


Therefore, in the Ny&yavürttikatitparyatikà, neither Vàcaspati's 
usage of the term anirvacani ya nor of the term Vivarta allows us to main- 
tain that he has been influenced by later Advaitins. Also in the Bhamati, 
no conclusive instance of influence has so far been pointed out. However, 
in this case further investigation is needed, especially concerning the rela- 
tion of this text to Vimuktatman. But even if further researches were to 
prove that in Vácaspati influences of later Advaitins (esp. of Vimukta- 
tman) could be traced, still that alone would not prove that Vicaspati is 
later than Jayantabhatta, at least as long as the dates of these Advaitins 
remain so uncertain as they are. For one has to bear in mind that Jayanta 
ignores even those thinkers of the Sankara-line of Advaita whose priority 
to him cannot be doubted : Sañkara himself and his pupils Suregvara and 
Padmapáda. In general, the Sankara-line of Advaita seems to have been 
ignored to a great extent by the traditional schools for a long time, even 
after Vimuktáuman!?, That Vacaspati—by the very fact of his having 
written the Bhamati—is an exception to this rule, can be explained easily 
by the fact that his relation to Advaita is, from the outset, closer than 
usual, his first work being a commentary on Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi. 


On the other hand, there cannot be any doubt that in the very field 


13. A similar phenomenon is the seemingly complete ignoring of the Prabhakara- 
Mimamsa by the later representatives of the logico-epistemological school of 
Buddhism (Jñanašrimitra, Katnakirti), although Salikanátha musthave been 
known to them, at least through Vácaspati; for Salikanatha is controverted 
by Vácaspati and probably lived in the same milieu as the latter (cf. the 
article mentioned in the following note). In the older Prajfidkaragupta, on 
the other hand, we find a passing mention of the Prabhakara theory of error 


[Pramanavártikabhásyam (Patna 1953) pp. 196, 20]. 
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arlier stage of development than Vacaspati 


tg ane 
sc of his teacher Trilocana) 


(whose ide tly depend on tho: 
Consider, for instance, the fact that Jayanta (although he was very inter- 
ested in this subject, a5 is proved by his lengthy discussion of it) still does 
not even mention either the completely new analysis of perception 
(pratyaksa) set forth by Trilocana and repeated by Vácaspati,!* nor . his 
reinterpretation of the word avyapadeSyam (Nyàyasütra I, 1, 4) which is 
connected with that new analysis. This fact seems to exclude the possi- 
bilty of Jayanta’s having known either Trilocana! 5 or Viacaspati. It does 
not, however, necessarily imply that Jayanta was earlier than Trilocana 
Gr even Vücaspati. For Jayanta's tendency (though not exclusive ) to 
utilize with preference sources centuries older, has—against the opinion of 
Srinivasan ( op. cit., pp. 57, 6 f. )—been observed not only in the field 
of logic but also in the field of the theory of perception?®. Yet the possi- 
bility that Vücaspati and even. Trilocana might have lived later than 
Vang cannot be set aside, At least, it is hardly conceivable that they 
a en a ne ona 

, its priority to Jayanta’s Nydyamaiijari is 


not very probable. 


of Nyüya Jayanta reflec 
as often eviden 


14 cf. L. Schmithausen, ‘V : 
c j , 'Votstellungsfreie und vors r ; 

j x i tell i 
Salikanátha, (Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde 5h . bye ur i 
5 VII/1963), pp. 113—115. acres wae 

As i 
im nan of the fact that Jayanta mentions the doctrine of 
(say between smoke e ur seus abe neema sisse 
Doch Ma p X fo ow Srinivasan (0p. ct! 1. 5.13) 
jr n dn men af die MEINE od. anane Hu 
Jayanta (cf. B.N. Gupta, x woe and his school so familiar to 
E , T - k 
16 Diss Bonn 1962, pp- 54 f. and 117 4) ee in der Nyayamañjari', 
cf. Gupta, op. cit. p ia 
. cit, pp. 122 f. Perh š 
distance h petito diti i i 
aye to be taken into account as possible dvds bs, quu pim 
s for the fact the 


even a li i 
little earlier authors muy remain u 
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